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(1) Marianne L Padg ett 

(2) Jeffrey Schmidt 

Date of Interview: 24 April 2004 



Status of Application: RCE 

(3) Tim Cremen . 

(4) . 

Time: various 



Type of Interview: 

(3 Telephonic 

□ Video Conference 

□ Personal (Copy given to: □ Applicant □ Applicant's representative) 
Exhibit Shown or Demonstrated: □ Yes Ki No 

If Yes, provide a brief description: 

Parti. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 

N/A 

Claims discussed: 

4-6 & 13-15 

Prior art documents discussed: 

N/A 

Part II. 

Se! ^J^^™^ DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 
Part III. 

D *1T ne °f ^ a P P ' iCant t0 provide a separate record of tne substance of the interview since the interview 

HiH S neC ,f SSary f ° r + a PP' i f cant t0 Provide a separate record of the substance of the interview since the interview 
did not result ,n resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in PartSVe 



(Examiner/SPE Signature) (Applicant/Applicant' s Representative Signature - if appropriate) 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed- Messaaes 
were exchanged between the examiner & Mr. Schmidt, but he was going out of the cw%?% ItoMMrS 
resolved some informational problems, but any changes to claims needed to wait for M Schmidt ^ Twas no ed thaUhe 
cited support in the remarks for the 9/02/04 amendment did not match that of what appears to be the Sal 
specification in the scanned file. The PTO file copy appears to be slightly more compassed fihan appSnts' such that 

"iZ°*i ° t r ^. e C ? a ' k V T atim iS f0Und ° n P - 21 ' ,ines 5 " 10 - With res P ect *> <*»lms 4-6 & 13 - < J wa ihat 
interpolated" m lines 2, was nonidiomatic phrasing, but would appear to be consistent with ^nput^T?SBcarnlner 
noted that claims needed method limitations therein rephrased to necessitate device stmcture ' 



